Abstract. Two discursive processes constitute the focus of this study: intersubjectivity management and argumentation. Intersubjectivity management (ISM) is a newly coined term referring to a set of conversational phenomena, which are regarded as manifestations of a comprehensive process whereby common ground and mutual understanding are coconstituted in dialogue. This process takes place at the micro-level of dialogue and is implemented by means of signals which are usually backgrounded and, more often than not, multi-modal. Argumentation, in turn, constitutes a far more explored field of research. In the present framework, argument management (AM) is regarded as a process which is situated at the macro-level of dialogue and is an essential factor in the global organisation of dialogue.
intersubjectivity has been used by Mikhail Bakhtin (see e.g. Bakhtin 1986 or Bubnova 2000 and has been developed and elaborated by Ragnar Rommetveit in a number of studies, in particular Rommetveit (1979) and (1985) . It has also been used by e.g. John Heritage (Heritage 1984) , James V. Wertsch (Wertsch 1991 and and Per Linell (Linell 1998) to refer not only to a cognitive but also to an affective state existing between interactants.
In the present context, however, intersubjectivity (henceforth: IS) will be understood in a more restricted sense, directly related to the structure of dialogue and describable in terms of use of specific linguistic devices which have specific functions and produce specific effects. The proposed model for intersubjectivity management (henceforth: ISM) draws largely on work on feedback processes in speech such as Yngve (1970) , Schegloff (1982) , or Allwood, Nivre and Ahlsén (1992) , and, as regards Spanish, Fant (1996) , Briz (1998) and Vázquez Veiga (2000) . It also draws on the model for initiative/response-analysis proposed by Linell, Gustavsson and Juvonen (1988) , earlier applied e.g. by Fant (1996) and Briz (1998) . ISM is regarded as co-constructional action (Jacoby and Ochs 1995) and as an essential component in the process of co-constitution in dialogue (Linell 1998: 87; Arundale 1999: 127-129) . It deserves underscoring that this process is more often implemented by means of bi-or multi-modal devices (cf. Taylor, Neel and Bouwhuis, eds., 1989) than with purely verbal markers.
By means of ISM devices, the participants of a dialogue − regardless of whether it takes place within an institutional activity or not − can be said to 'negotiate' the extent to which the ideational and pragmatic content expressed will be accepted as shared knowledge and give rise to a mutual understanding. It is assumed that interactants, motivated by their willingness to cooperate, will by default (though far from always) strive to establish or restore a maximum degree of IS. This is done repeatedly and in short intervals throughout the event. It is assumed that the distribution of ISM devices is coordinated with the division of turns into dialogue units (or turn-constructional units; Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974) , so that for each unit, an ISM signal is expected to be produced.
Two basic types of ISM acts are involved: affirmative acts of claiming or confirming IS and avoidance acts of refraining from claiming or confirming IS. Depending on whether an act belongs to an initiative or a response move, it will be understood as either (refraining from)claiming or (refraining from) confirming, respectively.
Furthermore, affirmative acts are taken to be produced along a scale (Fant 2005 ) that comprises six degrees: maximum IS (+3), high IS (+2), some IS (+1), some lack of IS (-1), low IS (-2), and minimum IS (-3). However, only confirming acts can take all six values, whereas claiming acts are assumed to range across four values only, from +2 to -2. This assumption is based on the consideration that, since IS is a co-constructed state and ISM a coconstitutive process, true co-constitution can only occur in and through a confirmation act. Accordingly, maximum degrees (+3 and -3) are attributed only to confirmation acts.
ISM devices can be seen as operators on propositional content. IS-claiming devices operate on content expressed by the speaker itself, whereas IS-confirming devices operate on content expressed by the previous speaker (except, of course, in case the speaker who produces the confirming device is enacting two parallel voices in the same turn). Only by means of ISM devices that confirm maximum (+3) or high (+2) degree will positive IS be coconstitutively attained with regard to a given topic.
IS can be seen as consisting of a cognitive and an affective component. The cognitive component will be referred to as 'shared knowledge' and the affective component as 'mutual understanding'. By signalling mutual understanding, the speaker conveys to the interlocutor(s) that the evaluation of the current topic is shared.
Verbal markers. Two functional categories of verbal markers are involved in ISM: feedbackclaiming expressions, which are used in initiative moves, and feedback-giving expressions, which are used in response moves. Whereas the latter category has been accounted for theoretically in several studies, among which Allwood et al (1992) deserves particular attention, and both categories have been the subject of a large number of empirical studies, surprisingly little work has addressed both categories as manifestations of a holistic process. The most typical representatives of feedback-claiming in English, the so-called tag questions (isn't it?, don't they?, wouldn't we?, etc.) have been thoroughly described from various perspectives, whereas functionally corresponding expressions in Spanish such as ¿no ?, ¿sí?, ¿(no es) verdad? or ¿(no es) cierto? have not been as lucky ii . Feedback-givers can be considered as having two separate functions: the minimalresponse function and a back-channelling function. The difference between the two is that while minimal responses are turn-claiming in nature and are often used as the starting point of a new turn, back-channelers − though typically occurring at transition-relevance points (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974) − are not understood as claiming the turn from the current speaker. The division line is fuzzy, however, for the reason that turn-claiming depends on many different contextual factors and, above all, that one and the same formal marker can often do both jobs.
Frequent feedback-givers which occur in all varieties of Spanish are mm ('message received'), ya ('message received and understood'), claro ('message received, understood and judged to be obvious information'), sí ('message received and understood' + 'confirming the non-negated propositional content of the preceding utterance'), no ('message perceived and understood' + 'claiming the opposite of the non-negated propositional content of the preceding utterance'), and ah ('message received, understood and judged to be new or dissonant information'; this marker often combines with sí, no, ya or claro).
Prosodic markers. Although verbal markers are essential devices in ISM, prosodic signals should be considered just as important. Among the various types of prosodic markers, endtones (i.e. intonational contours appearing at the end of tone groups) seem to be the category most closely connected with ISM (Brazil 1997; Fant 2006) . Simple end-tones may be distinguished from composite end-tones. In Spanish − and presumably in most languages −, three simple end-tones may be distinguished (cf. Navarro Tomás 1944): ↑ = rising tone, understood as signalling low or minimum IS. When closing an initiative move, the typical intended interpretation is 'request for response', which corresponds to the traditional notion of question. However, in an initiative move which corresponds to a dialogue unit (turn-constructional unit) where the speaker selects him-/ herself as next speaker (Sacks et al 1974) , the signalling of low IS is reinterpreted as a mere continuity signal. When ending a feedback-claiming (initiative) move, the intended interpretation is 'request for confirmation'. In feedback-giving (response) moves, finally, the rising tone (e.g. sí ↑ 'yes↑') is normally meant to be interpreted as a request for additional content. ↓ = falling tone, understood as signalling high or maximum IS. In initiative moves, the falling end-tone is generally perceived as a 'declarative' signal, i.e. as a claim of shared knowledge. In response moves, the falling end-tone is used for confirming that the content of preceding turn represents shared knowledge.
→ =level tone, understood as 'refraining from signalling any degree of IS'. This value represents the same meaning regardless of whether the tone appears in an initiative or a response move.
As regards composite end-tones, the model proposed in Fant (2006) predicts that both aspects of intersubjectivity − shared knowledge and mutual understanding − are signalled separately in the sense that the first part of the composite tone represents mutual understanding and the second part shared knowledge. The most frequent composite tone in the activity types under consideration appears to be the rise-fall (↑↓), which is understood as low mutual understanding plus high shared knowledge. The contradictory nature of this signal meaning something like 'we share this information though we may not see it in the same way', explains its connotation of emphasis or accentuated commitment. This connotation is present both in initiative and response moves.
The opposite type of composite end-tone, the fall-rise (↓↑), presumably signals the inversion of the meaning of the rise-fall, namely high mutual understanding plus low shared knowledge. This type of signal, which means something like 'we see these things in the same way but there is a piece of information that we do not share', is likely to appear in polite or rhetorical questions used for underscoring the speaker's willingness to reach consensus. In response moves, the fall-rise typically seems to be used to hedge the signalling of non-shared knowledge (ah sí ↓↑ 'really↓↑' ).
Mutual contextualisation between verbal and prosodic markers. Prosodic signals never occur in isolation (when they seemingly do, they are in fact superimposed on non-verbal vocalisations). Verbal discourse markers, in turn, can hardly be produced without a cooccurring prosodic signal. Verbal and prosodic components jointly build a complex bi-modal signal where the prosodic part provides the immediate context for the verbal part, and vice versa (cf. Selting 1996) . To complicate things further, gesture often enters the picture giving rise to even more complex, multi-modal signals.
The following exchange is an example of basic bi-modal signalling in ISM:
A: Tienes hambre, ¿no↑? ('You're hungry, aren't you?') B: Sí↓, un poco. ('Yes, a little. ') Here, the verbal discourse marker ¿no? combines with a rising end-tone (↑) into a bi-modal marker. The meaning of the verbal component, which can be stated 'take this as information I understand to be correct', is here contextualised by the claiming of low IS that goes with the prosodic component, and vice versa, which jointly conveys the meaning 'confirm whether you're sharing this or not'. The corresponding confirmation is accomplished by speaker B by means of another bi-modal marker, sí↓, which combines the verbal meaning 'being in accordance with the previously expressed non-negated propositional content' with the prosodic meaning high/maximum IS. The same bi-modal marker may convey different meanings depending on whether it appears in an initiative or in a response move. As an example, a 'no' pronounced with a risefall (no↑↓), when produced in an response move, will convey the maximum degree of negative IS (low mutual understanding, plus claiming the inversion of the propositional content previously uttered by the other speaker as shared knowledge); in an initiative move, however, the same marker will convey some degree of positive IS (low mutual understanding, plus claiming a high degree of shared knowledge for the propositional content previously expressed by the speaker him-/herself). In sum, the kind and degree of IS conveyed depend on (1) whether the signalling occurs in an initiative or a response move, (2) the semantic meaning of each separate component, and (3) ways in which the different components contextualise each other.
Analysis of ISM in empirical data.
In order to study how ISM is implemented in spontaneous dialogue, an episode will be examined, taken from an event in which a workgroup of Chilean higher education students are engaged in the task of preparing a didactic unit for Chilean history and society in primary education. This episode, named Ya, bacán ('Okay, brilliant!'), constitutes a side-sequence in the topic development. It is 66 seconds long, consist of 25 turns split into 35 dialogue units and has a clear beginning and end (for a full transcription of the episode, see Appendix, I). The participants are four female students of Education during their first year at university: Celia, Olaya, Paula and Tania (pseudonyms). Celia has assumed the role of secretary who writes on the computer what the group agrees on, whereas Tania consistently takes the role of chairperson.
The discussion has hitherto circled around details of the contents meant to be included in the didactic unit, when, at the start of the episode, Tania unexpectedly comes up with a problem regarding the dimension of the task:
Tania (2-3) iii : tengo una duda↓/ tengo una duda como al respecto muy general↓// por ejemplo si este es un contenido mínimo↓/// esto de acá↓// cómo nosotras vamos a hacer una unidad entera↑/ en base a un solo contenido↓ Tania here repeatedly resorts to falling end-tones in order to claim IS for her opening point (duda↓,general↓) as well as for presupposed elements (mínimo↓, acá↓, contenido↓), whereas the question itself − as could be expected − is pronounced with a rising tone (entera↑) claiming low IS. In the turns that follow, however, more marked patterns appear: Celia (4), by means of a level end-tone, cautiously avoids making any IS claims, which compensates for her rather strong verbal questioning of the relevance of Tania's point. Tania's reaction is first to repeat the level tone (unidad→) and then return to her affirmative style by resorting to falling end-tones, not only for expressing presupposed content (cuánto tiempo↓) iv but also when presenting a true doubt where she actually needs to be confirmed (cinco horas semanales↓). Paula (8) gives the answer, 'one whole semester', ending with a bi-modal marker, ↓po , which gives strong emphasis to the confirmatory act performed. Tania (10) accepts this by recycling Paula's ↓po.
In the following turns, it becomes obvious that Tania has not fully realised the difference between 'unit' and 'topic'. Paula reminds her that in this task, one unit consists of four minimal topics, an input which Tania reluctantly seems to accept. Celia and Paula jointly continue their persuasion effort:
Celia (18) Tania (27), in spite of expressing a rather obvious conclusion, chooses to claim low IS (esto↑) as a request for confirmation. Confirmation is fully granted by Paula (claro↓, value +3). Olaya's (29) objection is expressed by means of a rise-fall claiming 'some degree of IS' (y media↑↓, +1) followed by an expression of insecurity whereby low IS is being claimed (no sé↑, value -2). This rather weak objection, however, goes unnoticed, whereas Tania (30) enthusiastically confirms her acceptance of her own conclusion. Interestingly but not surprisingly, she twice combines the minimal response marker ya with a composite risingfalling end-tone. By using this bi-modal device, two meanings are simultaneously conveyed: acknowledging previous lack of mutual understanding and confirming the shared knowledge just accomplished. In the turns that follow, Tania formulates conclusions regarding the task's dimension, and consensus is rapidly attained: Tania (31), now more sure of herself, returns to her previous strategy of using simple falltones in order to claim high IS for, and thereby assert, her point (gigante↓, tema↓). She is confirmed both by Paula (33) and Olaya (34), the former using the bi-modal marker sí↑↓, presumably conveying high IS (+2) and the latter the bi-modal marker ya↓, conveying maximum IS (+3). The state of IS attained is indirectly confirmed by the Tania's (35) non-verbal action of handing Celia, the 'secretary', the piece of paper with the notes that she has taken. The rising tone with which she accompanies her request signals low IS, which is here to be understood as a non-imposing politeness strategy.
Argument management.
Argumentation is a field of study situated on the borderline between social psychology and discourse linguistics. In the present context, in order to describe argument management (henceforth: AM) in dialogue, a model proposed by Gille (2001) and drawing, to a not negligible certain extent, on Jacobs and Jackson (1982) , will serve as a framework.
AM moves. According to the Gille (2001) model, a series of moves are distinguished which serve argumentative purposes, and can be regarded as constituting a presumably exhaustive inventory of tools for argument management.
First, there are opening moves, of which two subcategories could be distinguished: initial opinions (IO) and associated opinions (AO). An 'opinion' is here understood as an explicit or partially implicit message that the speaker or speakers will orient to in the subsequent dialogue. As the term indicates, an IO is a starting point, whereas AOs are ideas connected with an IO in a metonymical relation (cause-effet, part-whole, etc.) and may emerge at any point of an episode or event. IOs can be seen as manifestations of topic introduction and AOs as manifestations of topic development.
Second, two types of simple response moves can be distinguished: acceptances (AC) and rejections (RJ). These two types are not argumentative per se, but are an essential part of AM. They can address either opinions (initial or associated) or core argumentative moves (see below).
Third, a number of argumentative core moves can be distinguished: − supports or pro-arguments (PA) which correspond to utterances given in favour of an opinion or another core move; − rebuttals or counter-arguments (CA) which correspond to utterances that go against an opinion or core move; − concessions (CC), which are utterances, or parts of utterances, that lend support to an opinion, core move or general idea that goes against the speaker's main line of argumentation, often corresponding to the 'true enough' part of a 'true enough…but' sequence. − reservations (RS) which are utterances, or parts of utterances, that qualify the strength of an AC or a PA.
Finally, there are two categories of moves, which without being argumentative per se constitute important links in AM: information requests (IR), and information deliveries (ID). IRs are produced in order to trigger IDs, the content of which, in turn, is typically used by the requesting part for developing his/her argumentation. On the other hand, an ID may be produced by a participant without being elicited by a preceding IR, normally with the intention of preparing the terrain for a new opening or core move.
Analysis of AM in empirical data. In a recording carried out in Madrid, two teams are opposing each other in a simulated negotiation, where the Research Department (performed by two native Spaniards, here named Jordi and Julia) and the Development Department (performed by two Swedes living in Spain, here named Arne and Lisa) try to reach an agreement about when to launch a new product developed by Research. Their interest is to have the launching done as soon as possible, while the Development representatives, disillusioned by past experience, require more tests to be done. It should be kept in mind that although the dialogue is generated from an artificial set-up, all four participants are professional negotiators and stand out as cognitively and emotionally committed to the task.
Apart from initial instructions given to each team concerning details of the issue and goals to achieve, this role-play is entirely open-ended with a spontaneous dialogue.
In order to show the mechanisms of AM in this activity, a sequence, Las pruebas sí ('The tests, right'), was chosen where the confrontation between the parties is particularly sharp. The sequence lasts for 90 seconds long and comprises 15 turns split into 33 dialogue units (for a full transcription of the sequence, see Appendix, IIa).
At the beginning of the sequence, Julia and Jordi jointly argue against Development's proposal to let the product go through a four-month testing period before launching:
Julia (1) After an attempt to develop the topic of costs, Arne presents a revised version of his original bid, offering a three-month instead of a four-month delay (IA):
Arne (12) Throughout this sequence, it is obvious that the fundamental conflict concerning the timing of the launching remains unresolved. No consensus is reached, except on one point (Jordi 6, Arne 7), namely that the technicians responsible for the original report should be consulted. This point, however, is not developed and the parties return to their original positions, discussing for and against the longer and the shorter delay.
Conjoining both parameters. ISM and AM belong to different planes of linguistic expression: while AM is a process characteristic of global discourse organisation, ISM is an on-line process locally implemented on the micro-level of interaction. However, in the process of co-constitutive meaning-creation, these two processes not only run parallel to, but are also dependent on, each other. In two samples of dialogue, one from each set of data, the ways in which the interlock between these processes is manifested, and to what extent it can generate consensus establishment, will be examined and discussed.
Consensus established, problem solved. Let us, to begin with, go back to the sequence Ya, bacán, where processes of ISM were identified and analysed. At an early stage − the exchange covering units 8, 9 and10 −, Tania produces an information request (IR). The answer to this request is given by Paula (ID), who confirms maximum IS. Tania's subsequent move (ya ↓po) is an acceptance (AC) move supported by a reconfirmation of maximum IS:
Tania (8) This exchange results in a partial consensus as regards the sub-topic 'duration of the didactic unit'. However, this consensus brings no final solution to the whole issue of the task's dimension, which means the sequence will have to continue before the preceding topic (= the content matter of the didactic unit) can be resumed. A further step forward in this endeavour can be seen in the following exchanges:
Celia (18) Here, both Celia and Paula present counter-arguments (CA) against what they perceive to be Tania's view. Celia's move is combined with a claiming of low IS (rise-tone, -2), which rather weakens her point, whereas Paula's move is connected with a claiming of high IS (fall-tone, +2). Tania gives her acceptance (AC) to Celia's and Paula's points in a response move that confirms maximum IS v . Since Tania has now adopted her interlocutors' views on essential points, the ground is prepared for a more comprehensive consensus to arise. A few more details need to be made clear, however, such as the number of weeks and lessons to be dedicated to each minimal topic, and the length of each lesson. After these details have been made explicit (units 21-25), the following exchange takes place between Tania and Paula: Tania (27): entonces voy a tener dos semanas de esto↑ Then I'll have two weeks of this. Paula (28):
claro↓ Sure.
In this exchange, Tania produces an information request (IR) claiming low IS (-2). Paula responds by delivering an answer (ID) which implies the acceptance (AC) of the propositional content conveyed by Tania's utterance. Paula's choice of marker (claro↓) signals the confirmation of maximum IS, which means consensus is now attained as regards the last details to be clarified. What remains to be done is to acknowledge consensus on the encompassing topic − the dimension of the task −, which is accomplished through the following exchanges: Tania, after producing a move of general acceptance (AC) and confirming high IS (ya↑↓ bacán, +2), she proceeds to reformulating what she takes to be the objective of the workgroup's task. This move, from the perspective of AM, is an associated opinion (AI).
From the perspective of ISM, it is a response move where the falling end-tone signals a claim for high IS (+2). Paula's and Olaya's response is to produce simultaneous acceptance moves (AC), which, in turn, are response moves confirming high IS (+2, Paula), and maximum IS (+3, Olaya), respectively.
The result can be readily identified in the dialogue: Tania hands her hand-written piece of paper to Celia so that she can write the notes down on the computer. This action seals the consensus, marks the closing of the side-sequence, and allows the participants to return to the former topic.
In all four passages analysed, it could be observed that each accomplished step of consensus-building is based on a combination of an AM with the confirmation of high or maximum IS. Furthermore, in order for the current problem to be perceived as solved, consensus needs to be attained about all sub-topics considered relevant by the participants. Thus, AMs that can be interpreted as addressing the problematic topic as a whole are to be expected for the topic to be perceived as concluded.
Consensus established, conflict only partially solved. Conflict-and problem-solving is not always as (relatively) unproblematic as we have seen in the Ya, bacán episode. In the negotiation sequence between non-native and native participants where AM was analysed above (Las pruebas, sí), the parties did not seem to get any closer to each other. In order to assess the level of consensus attained in this event, we need to look at what happens towards the end of the negotiation. In a sequence named Lo que dijimos antes ('What we said before'), AM moves will now be examined in combination with the co-occurring initiatives and responses by means of which levels of IS are claimed or confirmed. The duration of this sequence is 27 seconds and it comprises 10 turns split into 13 dialogue units (for a full transcription, see Appendix II, b) .
Before the sequence starts, the Research representatives Jordi and Julia have repeated their proposal to consult the technicianswho wrote the original report. Development representative Arne accepts this proposal in a turn consisting of units 1-3 and 5:
Arne (1- In this passage, Arne starts by giving his approval (AC), although with an ambiguous IS signalling: he produces a bi-modal marker (bueno↑↓) confirming high IS (+2), followed by a level end-tone signalling abstention. After this, he initiates a side-sequence by means of IR concerning which weekday it is. His request is responded to by Julia by means of an ID (aha↑) where she signals a reduced degree of IS (-1), the most likely interpretation of which, however, is 'go on speaking'. Arne then continues his turn by developing the issue of when and under which conditions the meeting with the technicians is to take place. This is an associated opinion (AO) combined with a claim for low IS (no↑, -2) which to be interpreted as the speaker's expectation for the opposite party to give their confirmation. A somewhat reluctant response is provided by Jordi and Julia simultaneously:
Jordi (6): me parece bien→ I think that's fine. Julia (7): mhm↓ Mhm.
Although both are AC moves, the ISM signal produced by Jordi (level tone) is an abstention to confirm IS, and Julia's choice of marker, albeit a signal of maximum IS, hardly reveals any enthusiasm. Accordingly, some doubts subsist whether the responses could be interpreted as establishing true consensus. Arne (8) These observations allow us to conclude that, in the process of conflict-and problemsolving, sub-topics which have not been exhausted are likely to be re-addressed sooner or later, in spite of consensus being attained in other sub-topics, or an apparent consensus being confirmed as regards the problem as a whole.
Conclusions. In this study, two dynamic aspects of spoken interaction have been described and found to be intertwined, one being intersubjectivity management (ISM) and the other argument management (AM). ISM comprises a set of micro-level devices which are used for regulating interaction and are produced in practically every dialogue (turn-constructional) unit. In their capacity of basic tools in the co-constitution of dialogue, ISM markers are ubiquitous in all types of non-scripted interaction. AM, on the other hand, comprises a set of moves which belong to the global pragmatic plane of dialogue. AM is an essential component in a majority of spoken and written genres, and particularly so in institutional activity types. In specific types such as debates or business negotiations, AM is foregrounded and often becomes thematised.
The analysis of the two institutionally situated events considered in the present study has shown that confirming intersubjectivity at relevant points is a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition for consensus establishment. In fact, consensus-building and conflictsolving in dialogue depend crucially on the coupling between IS markers and AM moves, in the sense that only those AM moves that are supported by IS signalling become effectual. Only when an acceptance move (AC) is supported by a signal confirming high or maximum intersubjectivity, consensus can be established with regard to the topic of immediate concern.
Furthermore, the establishment of consensus concerning a topic, or group of topics, which was perceived as unresolved typically leads to the closing of that topic or topic group and, usually, to the opening of new one. If, on the other hand, topic change should occur without consensus having been unequivocally confirmed, the former topic will be perceived as suspended and liable to re-opening at a later stage. 
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